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RESPONSE TO PETITION TO DENY

Constant Communications Company of Nevada, Inc., the
licensee of Station KQLO(AM), Reno, Nevada (“KQLO”), by its
attorneys and pursuant to Section 73.3584 of the Commission'’s
rules, hereby submits its Reply to the "Response to Petition to
Deny” filed by AMERICOM, a California Limited Partnership,
licensee of Station KHTX(AM) (formerly KTRT(AM)), Truckee,

California in the above-referenced proceeding.l/

I. Background

1. In the above-referenced application, KHTX is proposing

a major modification of its facilities by changing its city of

1/ KQLO requested additional time to file this reply in order
to secure documents from the Nevada County Planning Depart-
ment, copies of which are attached.
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license from Truckee, California, a community with a 1980
population of 1,392 to Sparks, Nevada, a community with a 1980
population of 35,300. 1In its Petition to Deny the KHTX major
change application, KQLO showed that KHTX has failed to satisfac-
torily establish that a transmitter site is not available in or
around Truckee, California. Furthermore, KQLO demonstrated that
KHTX's proposal to remove Truckee, California’s only radio
service to Nevada raised serious Section 307(b) concerns requir-
ing an evidentiary hearing.

II. KHTX Has Failed To Establish That Land

For A Transmitter Site Is Not Available
In The Truckee, California Area

2. With its Petition to Deny, KQLO submitted a letter from
the owner of a real estate company, dated March 25, 1988, stating
that he had researched the Truckee area for a site location on
which to put radio transmitting towers and that there were sites
available for purchase and/or lease that would accommodate size,
zoning and location. While KHTX attacks the competence of KQLO’s
documentation, it is significant that the Commission’s files do
not reflect any authoritative documentation from KHTX as to the
lack of available sites in the Truckee, California area.

3. On November 7, 1986, the Chief of the Audio Services
Division issued a letter to KHTX denying its petition for
reconsideration of the staff's action of March 19, 1986. The
March 19, 1986 action had denied KHTX's request for waiver of
Section 73.24(j) of the rules and dismissed KHTX's application to

relocate its transmitter site (BMP-850130AD) which was dependent
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upon grant of the requested waiver. Copies of the November 7,
1986 and March 19, 1986 rulings are attached hereto as Exhibits A
and{B, respectively.

4. In the March 19, 1986 letter, the Commission’s staff

advised KHTX:

It is your position in seeking waiver of
Section 73.24(j) that no site offering
coverage more comprehensive than that
produced from your proposed site is avail-

able. However, you fail to introduce any
documentation to support this contention.

(Exhibit B, Emphasis supplied.) In denying the petition for
reconsideration filed by KHTX, the staff again found that KHTX
had failed to demonstrate that no other site is available (see

Exhibit A). The staff’s November 7, 1986 letter advised KHTX:

...you describe what you contend are the only
three sites in the Truckee region which are
zoned for radio towers and discuss the
problems you have encountered with each:

Site 1, the original site from which KHTX was
evicted; Site 2, the present site which
necessitates a waiver of Section 73.24(j), as
the proposed nighttime interference-free
contour would provide no coverage (0 percent)
to Truckee; and Site 3, one for which KHTX
has a construction permit but no local
permission to build.

You argue that the Commission should recon-
sider its dismissal of your construction
permit for Site 2 and grant a waiver of
73.24(j), as no other site is available.
However, you also state that KHTX is seeking
to reopen the question of the validity of the
building permit for Site 3, and that the
planning board may be persuaded to overrule
the homeowner’'s objections to your building
on the site.

(Exhibit A.)
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5. Other than self-serving representations by a principal
of KHTX and its attorney, the Commission’s files do not reflect
any documentation that there are no other available sites in the
Truckee area. KHTX has repeatedly suggested in correspondence to
the Commission that ”[t]he Lake Tahoe Basin is the most heavily
regulated area in the nation from an environmental and land use
planning point of view” (see KHTX Petition for Reconsideration
filed April 21, 1986), but KHTX has not even shown that Truckee,
which is approximately 12 miles northwest of Lake Tahoe, is
encompassed in the area that is allegedly heavily regulated.
Indeed, the records of the Nevada County Planning Department
attached hereto as Exhibits C and D reflect that the planning
authorities desire very much to accommodate KHTX since it is the
only radio station serving Truckee .2/

6. Furthermore, KHTX has failed to document the unavail-
ability of Site 3. Indeed, KHTX voluntarily abandoned Site 3.
Although KHTX was granted a construction permit for Site 3
(BP-831020AA) by the FCC, it contended that it could not obtain
final zoning approval for the site. However, the records of the
Nevada County Planning Department (see Exhibit C) reflect that
KHTX did obtain a building permit for a 200-foot tower at Site 3

in 1983. 1In 1984, KHTX applied for a modified building permit to

2/ In 1983 it was City News Service of Los Angeles, Inc. which
filed the applications with the Nevada County Authorities.
City News at that time was the majority owner of The
December Group, licensee of KHTX (then KTRT). The Chairman,
President and 70% owner of City News was A. Thomas Quinn.
A. Thomas Quinn is now a one-third General Partner of the
licensee, AMERICOM, a California Limited Partnership.
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no available sites in Truckee. The November 7, 1986 staff letter
had, in passing, informed KHTX that, in addition to not having
demonstrated that no other site was available in Truckee, it had
not addressed other possible alternatives such as changing
community of license. KHTX apparently grabbed on to this
suggestion as Commission sanction for changing its community of
license. Thus, in a letter to the Commission, dated December 5,
1986, KHTX claimed to be investigating four solutions to its
problem and characterized the specification of an alternate
community of license as number two on its list. 1In contrast, the
feasibility of using Site 3 was relegated to number four on the
list and KHTX indicated that “due to the extent and nature of
local opposition to that site, it has now all but abandoned any
hopes of getting that site.” See Exhibit E hereto.

9. Significantly, there is a valid outstanding lease for
Site 3 which was executed in July 1983 and does not expire until
July 20, 2008. No limitation on antenna height is specified in
the lease, and there is no indication that the yearly lease
payment of $900 is in arrears. A copy of the lease is included
in Exhibit C.

10. Thus, KHTX has failed to demonstrate that Site 3 is not
available. Indeed, there is every indication that the site is

available. Furthermore, KHTX has never supplied adequate
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documentation that there are no other available and technically

feasible sites in or around Truckee.i/

III. KHTX's Proposal To Change Its Community
Of License Is Inconsistent With Section
307(b) Of The Communications Act of
1934, As Amended

11. 1In its Petition to Deny, KQLO demonstrated that KHTX's
proposal to change its community of license from Truckee,
California to Sparks, Nevada raises serious concerns under
Section 307(b) of the Communications Act. Sparks, Nevada is
approximately 30-40 miles away from Truckee. While the staff
letter of November 7, 1986 mentioned, in passing, that KHTX might
look at changing its city of license, the staff never suggested
that a wholesale removal of the frequency from the area would be
approved. There are numerous communities around Truckee which
could have been considered by KHTX but apparently were not.

12. In any event, the important point is that KHTX totally
failed to demonstrate the nonavailability of sites in the Truckee
area. (See the staff letter of November 7, 1986, Ex. B.) KHTX
argues, in response to KQLO's Petition to Deny, that “[a]bsent
reliable evidence that there are alternate sites from which

coverage of Truckee can be obtained... there is no real §307(b)

5/ Indeed, the December 5, 1986 letter specifically mentions as
alternative two locating the KHTX tower in an “industrial”
zoned area of Truckee. While the letter states that a radio
tower is not a permissible use in an "industrial” area, KHTX
recited its optimism about obtaining a variance. As KHTX
had been able to have a radio tower added as a permissible
use for a "Forest Recreation” zoned area (see Exhibit C),
KHTX's optimism seems well founded.
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issue.” This argument stands the necessary showing on its head.
It is KHTX which must demonstrate the unavailability of other
sites, and it has never submitted proper documentation establish-
ing that fact.

13. Furthermore, KHTX's application proposing a change in
community of license fails to address cogent Section 307(b)
concerns. Under Commission precedent, KHTX is obligated to
provide information about the need for reception and transmission
services in the respective communities. See Kent-Ravenna

Broadcasting Co., 22 RR 2d 605, 611 (1961) and Letter to Robert

B. Jacobi, Esg. in re Mount Wilson FM Broadcasters, Inc., a copy

of which is attached as Exhibit F. The staff’'s letter to Mount
Wilson concerned Mount Wilson's application to change the
community of license of Station KULA(AM) from Maunawili, Hawaii
to Honolulu, Hawaii. Like KHTX in Truckee, KULA is the only
radio station authorized to the community of Maunawili, while
Honolulu, like Sparks, Nevada, has numerous radio stations
authorized to it. The staff found that KULA's proposal on its
face was inconsistent with Section 307(b) and required KULA to
provide a written Section 307(b) showing. KHTX has made no such

showing.ﬁ/

6/ If and when KHTX submits such a showing, KQLO reserves the
right to file a response.
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IV. Conclusion

In sum, KHTX's proposal to change its community of license
cannot be granted. On its face, the application contains
inadequate documentation and raises serious Section 307(b)
issues. Consequently, the application must be denied or desig-
nated for an evidentiary hearing on appropriate issues.

Respectfully submitted,

CONSTANT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
OF NEVADA, INC.

BYW
Kath . Sthmeltzer

John Joseph McVeigh
Its Attorneys

Fisher, Wayland, Cooper
& Leader

1255 23rd Street, N.W.

Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20037

(202) 659-3494

Dated: May 31, 1988
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C. 20354
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WN REPLY REFLR TO.

8910-J8

Americom, A California Limited Partnership
6255 Sunset Boulevard

Suite 1901

Los Angeles, California 90028

In re: Americom, A California Limited Partnership
XHIX, Truckee, California
File No. BMP-860421AB

Dear Sirs:

This is in reference to your petition for reconsideration of our action of
March 19, 1986, denying your request for waiver of Section 73.24(j) of our
Rules and dismissing, as a result, your application to relocate transmitter
site (BMP-850130AD).

In your petition, you cite an alleged belief in an available alternative
site referred to in footnote 1 of-the March 19, 1986 dismissal letter as
one basis of the Bureau's action. The Bureau in no way intended to suggest
in footnote 1, however, that a particular site was available. Rather, it
intended simply to demonstrate the connection of the geographic coordinates
in KHTX's various applications.

In reference to your documentation that no other sites are available, a
consideration that you correctly cite as the basis of the Bureau's decision,
you describe what you contend are the only three sites in the Truckee region
which are zoned for radio towers and discuss the problems you have
encountered with each: Site 1, the original site from which KHTX was
evicted; Site 2, the present site which necessitates a waiver of Section
73.24(j), as the proposed nighttime interference-free contour would provide
no coverage (0 percent) to Truckee; and Site 3, one for which KHTX has a
construction permit but no local permission to build.

You argue that the Commission should reconsider its dismissal of your
construction permit for Site 2 and grant a waiver of 73.24(j), as no other
site is available. However, you also state that KHTX is seeking to reopen
the question of the validity of the building permit for Site 3, and that the
planning board may be persuaded to overrule the homeowner's objections to
your building on the site. '

You have not demonstrated, in fact, that no other site is available nor have

‘you addressed other possible alternatives such as changing community of

license. Under these circumstances, we find that you have failed to justify
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

March 19, 1986

IN REPLY REFER TO:

8910~HS
December Group
Radio Station KHTX
304 South Broadway
Suite 520
Los Angeles, California 90013
In re: KHTX, Truckee, CA \ L[
BMP-850130AD N

Dear Sirs:

This is in reference to your application to relocate transmitter site
(BMP-850130AD) filed on January 30, 1985. The proposal specifies a
transmitter site a distance of 3.9 kilometers from the presently licensed
location and 13.4 kilometers from the site approved in construction permit
BP-831020AA. Included with the original filing is a request for waiver
of Sections 73.3517-73.3520 of the FCC Rules and an associated filing on

August 29, 1985 contained a request for waiver of the nighttime coverage
rules (Section 73.24(j)).

Station KHTX has been operating under Special Temporary Authority (STA)
for several months from the site requested in BMP-850130AD. This is the
result of being evicted from your licensed site and your subsequent
inability to procure access to the site granted in Permit BP-831020AA.

We have considered your requests for waiver of the aforementioned FCC
Rules. First, as it pertains to Sections 73.3517-73.3520, there appears
to be no substantive need for waiver of these sections, therefore, your
request is dismissed as unnecessary. Secondly, we have reviewed your
request for waiver of Section 73.24(j) of the Rules, a rule which requires
in pertinent part that the nighttime interference-free contour of a
proposed facility encompass the entire principal community to be served.
Based upon your engineering exhibits, the KHTX proposed nighttime
interference~-free contour (22 mV/m) would provide no coverage (0 percent)
to Truckee, California. In fact, your 22 mV/m contour, at its closest point
to Truckee, would fall a distance of 4 kilometers from the community.

We have consistently viewed service to less than 80 percent of a community

as being inadequate. Broadcast Statiop Assignment Standards, 39 FCC 2d 645,
670 (1973). Only a compelling showing of special circumstances can justify

.such deficient coverage. Hence, KHTX has not been shown to be so non

traditional (see Bay Cities Communications Corp.,83 FCC 2d 210 (1980))
or serving so rapidly growing (see Garrett Broadcasting Service, 56 FCC 2d
372 (1975)) a city as to be beyond the fair and reasonable application of
our requirements. Nor are the factors warranting waivers for minority
applicants applicable here. See D & E Broadcasting Co,.Inc.,granted, Public
Notice, Report No. 17661, Mimeo No. 34988 (Mass Media Bureau, released



December Group

August 19, 1980). Finally, there are no equitsble considerations to guide
us, as vas the case Orman L, Kimbrough, 85 FCC 24 594 (1981), where an
applicant encountered coverage difficulties only after constructing its
facilities in reliance upon Commission information.

It is your position in seeking waiver of Section 73.24(j) that pno site
offering coverage more comprehensive than that produced from your proposed
site is available. However, you fail to introduce any documentation to
support this contention, Additionally, you do not attempt toc substantiste
in any way the benefits to be derived from a facility that would produce
absolutely no nighttime coverage of its licensed community as opposed to
the resultant inefficient use of the spectrum space involved. Therefore,
your request for waiver is denied and your application for site change
(BMP~850130AD) is dismissed as being patently defective pursuant to Section
73.3566 of the Commission's Rules. 1

Additionally, your Special Temporary Authority will be subject to one final
ninety (90) day extension, upon request, at such time as the presently

_effectjve term hag expired. Your best intereats would be served durine this

period if you would explore other options which may lead to filing of an
acceptable application to bring KHIX into conformity with the Commission's
Rules. These options may involve either an application for a major or a

minor change of facilities. Any applications you file will be expedited
by my staff.

i\
s C
g
:,;y . Eads, Chief
Audio Services Division

Mass Media Bureau
cc: '

Farrand, Malti, Cooper & Metzler
Hatfield & Dawson

1 By separate application (BP-830502AQ), KHTX has presently on file
a proposal to change frequency from 1400 kHz to 1180 kHz and increase
daytime power., We note that the geographic coordinates specified in that
application are the same as those describing the site that was not available
for the execution of Permit BP-831020AA.
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1 LIC_NOTICE INFORMATION SHEET

Date_ . 8/22/83

Applicant/Project Title __ Conditional Use Permit of City News Service of Los Angeles, inc.
File Number U83-35 & E1583~60

' Assessor's Parcel No. 16-120-17 Tax Area Code 77-004

(1) Will the approval of this project, because of its size or location, have the
potential to impact resources/rights-of-ways in the vicinity of the project,
that could possibly constitute a substantial/significant deprivation of
property rights of surrounding and adjacent landowners?

YES X NO

If yes, what method will be used to adequately and reasonably
notice affected property owners? _

__Emmnxmemmm_.mumtmm__“ .

(2) Will the approval of this project, because of its size and location, have the
potential to impact resources/rights-of-ways in the vicinity of the project,
that could possibly constitute a substantial/significant deprivation of property
rights of landowners located within an area(s) other than those surrounding
and adjacent to the subject site?

YES X NO

If yes, what method will be used toc adequately apnd reasonably
notice affected property owners?

and _a minimum of two parcels removed.

(3) Additional Comments:

Reviewed by * o Title Date

Prepared W . S Title&lﬂ@»//éléﬂﬁéd Date_Q-223-83

Due Date

Mailed to Agencies, Applicant & Engineer on

Mail to Newspaper_ BY B
. ' To be published

Mail to Property Owners by

PUBLIC HEARING DATES: -

ARC -

P.C.

BZA Y

BOARD )







August 4, 1983

On behalf of City News Service, Inc., we authorize Tefry Castle
to act as our agent with regards to the proposal to Nevada

" County regarding the new site for KTRT A.M.'s tower for Truckee.

TQ:nr
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HISTORICAL and ARCHEOLOGICAL CHECKLIST

APPLICANT: Please conlplete the followihg sceries of questions.
Please consider anything in existence priof to the year 1920.
1f you answer any item YES please provide us with the following
information: what Lhe item is, a description, its' location and a

short statement as to its' history. Raymond Vail & Associates

Name of person to contact Cast Address P.0. Box 879
. for more informatinn er astle : .
Jor morn futarn s © Tahoe City, CA 95730

Telephone 916/583-3417

]
m
.

NO . < U PROPERTY CONTAINS:
L. A structure built prior to 1920.

2. Siyns of Native American activity or culture
(i.e., cncampments, burial sites, mortars, etc.)

1. Signs of Oriental activity or culture.
4. Siynificant remnants of other cultures and peopies.

9.  Indjcations of cmigrant movements (i.e., signs of
emiurant trail).

6. Siqus of toll roads, staye roads and other roads
prior to 1920,

7. Siyns of pioncer graves and/or cemctaries.
Remnants or signs of raillroad activity.

9. Signs of early day water storage and conveyance,
i.e., flumes, canals, ditches, reservoirs, etc.

10. Mining activity is known to have occurred on the
properey. .

11. Siyns or remnants of mining activiky (i.e., equipment,
shafts, wills, frames, ctc.).

12, Siyns of early lumbcring activiiy ({.e., mills,
transportation systens, tiestles, etc.).

13, Siqns of other early jndustrial activity.

QRR D 0 RN Oy § RRG Ry

14. The property contains a townsite or a portion thereof.

ORQ Q8§ Q00 O QQQ QY

15. other items, sites, structures, or remnants of
historical or archeological importance,

TW

1 Jeclare under penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct.

Executed on _?zz 2/_&_5_. 197 ' atz'g_a—___é_‘g. California.
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COUNTY OF NEVADA

-~ PLANNING DEPARTMENT

- ' 10433 Willow Valley Road
' - Nevada City, California 95959

- (916) 265<1440

ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT ANALYSIS FORM

File Wo. “Zi—jf , _ : ,
- —tresnplecTaeat g U5 1007 tasicens Gitglgeg e B e

Contact Person _Terry Castle . Phone No g]£/583-3417

The answers to the following questions comprise the applicant's analysis of the
environmental impacts expected from the proposed project. This form will be coupled
with the Project Information Form to be the applicant's initial environmental

. questionnaire. Upon review of the project by the Advisory Review Committee, further
environmental information and analysis could be required from the applicant. This
could take the form of additional technical, engineering or other information and/or
the need to complete the Expanded Environmental Impact Analysis Form. Projects that
are anticipated to have complicated environmental issues may be filed with the
Expanded Envirommental Impact Analysis Form.

INSTRUCTIONS:

1. Answer all questions "yes" or "no".

2. All "yes" and "no" answers must be discussed to explain the simple responée.
. Stiich _dicauvceinn ehnniAd _‘lmn[g}%ts‘iﬁr- Hﬂ ?] §°£l-"'ﬁ£§,_md (MQimi:n-l _

information when necessary to support the response.

3. Both the question and expanded answers must be supplied on accompanying sheets
supplied by the applicant.

" 'ENVIRONMENTAL SFETTING

1. Describe the project site as it exists hefore the project, including
information on topography, soil stability, plants and animals, and any
cultural, historical or scenic aspects. Describe any existing structures on
the site,.afid the use of the structures. Attach photographs of the site.
Snapshots or polaroid photos will be accepted.

2. Describe the surrounding properties, including information on plants and
c | naleot —gpndoony anbraral S hiorqriqol o eaonds cageearn __Tndinaen tha tran ak

_—_




Environmental Impac. Analysis Form
Page 2

YES NO S
X 3. Change in existing features of any bays,
- tidelands, beaches, lakes or hills, or
substantial alteration of ground contours,
~ 4, Change in scenic views or vistas from existing
residential areas or pubiic lands or roads.

5. Change in pattern, scale or character -of general area of
project, :

6. Significan£ amounts of solid waste or litter.

7. Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes or odérs in vicinity.

8. Change in ocean, bay, lake, stream or ground water quality
or quantity, or alteration of existing drainage patterns,
the vicinity.

10, .Site on filled land or on sloﬁe of 10 percent or more.

11, Use of disposal of potentially hazardous materials, such as
toxic substances. flammables or explosives

9. Substantial change in existing noise or vibration levels in

..
X
.
X
e’ apamt—— nn—
X
X
X
X
X 12, Substantial change in demand for municipal services
(roads, police, fire, water, sewage, etc.)
~ X 13, Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption
(electricity, oil, natural gas, etc.)

r

X 14, Relationship to a larger project or series of projects.

CERTIFICATION:

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits
present the data and information required for this initial evaluation to the best of
my ability, and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true
and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief

- Date 922%2/&2 2:%
) 1gnature)

: For G/%‘r A/&w S Seyvice oo
1-7-R | Los /2 Toe/es ZToc
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- | COUN1Y OF NEVAD.

[N
. PLANNING DEPARTMENT
When responding refer to File No: U83-35 & EI583-60 Date: 8/23/83'
- | Project Name:  Conditional Use Permit of the City News Service of Los Angeles, Inc.
m*gn COUNTY DEPARTMENTS OTHER CITIFS & COUNTIES
Bullding Department City of (rass Valley
Public Works City of Nevada City
¢/o Wes Zachery Placer Co. Plan. Dept.
e/o John Spencer Sierra Co, Plan. Dept,
¢/o Wally Miller —
: : Tanitation Districe I : B . H
. e/o Mike Forga T -
: X Environmental Health FEDERAL AGENCIES
Ag. Commigsioner, John Taylor Corps of. Engineers
County Counsel Bureau of Land Management
Superintendent of Schools Forest Service
- Coyote & iwy. 49, N.C.
12012 Suttoen Way, G.V
e P.0, Box 399, Truckee
X TFederal Aviation Administration
~—’ SPECIAL DISTRICTS . PRIVATE UTILITY COMPANIES
ire District ( ., Iruckee ) Donner Lake Utility Co.
Revada Union High School Glenshire Mutual Water Co.
Other School Dist. ( ) x Sierra Pacific Power Co.
Tahoe~Truckee Sanitation Agency Pacific Gas & Electric
Truckee Sanitary Dist, Pacific Telephone
Truckee-Donner Public Utility Dist. Grass Valley 0ffice -
Nevada County Falr Dist. z Tahoe City Office >
Resource Conservation Dist. .
Nevada Irrigation District SPECIAL INTERFST ORGANIZATIONS
>~ Donner Summit Public Utility Disc, San Juan Ridge Taxpayers Assoc.
8an Juan Ridge County Water Dist. Tahoe-Donner Env. Control Committee
Tahoe Forest Hospital Distriet Truckee Downtown Merchants Assoc.
Tahoe-Donner Recreation & Park Dist, Truckee Historical Society
X Truckee-Tahoe Airport Dist. Nev. Co. Historical Society
- Washington County Water Dist, Nev. Co. Env. Council
—_— Nev. Co. Board of Realtors
STATE AGENCIES * Tahoe~-Sierra Board of Realtora
Caltrans Nev, Co. Builders Exchange
Highways Nevada County BAR Assoc. . "
' Z Division of Aeronautics Howeowners Assoc. ( )
California Division of Forestry Engineers/Surveyors Ligt
Timber - Aubura, Dave Burng Grags Vallev Ch%}ggr of Commerce
Fire Protection -~ Nevada City
. ~— Regtonal Water Quality Control Board
.+ Central Valley Region
Lahontan Region qm .
Fish & Cane Sierra Sun '
e¢/o Bob Mapes (Sacramento) X Pat Sutton, Supervisor, Sth Dist.
e/o Dick Wagner (Nevada City) X FCC

Parks & Recreation

Division of Mines & Geology

State Lands Commission ED CHATFIELD
Solid Waste Management Board

8State Fire Marshall

State Clearinghouse

Adlr Resources Control Board

Dept. of Water Resoutrces

PROJECT DESCRIPTION Conditional Use Permit application of the City News Service

0s Angeles, Inc. proposing to construct a 198 foot high radio tower and
10'x10' trapsmitter house at it s base, on Prosser Dam Road, approXimately
one-half mile east of that road's intersection with State Highway 89,
northeast of Truckee, on 4.0& acres. This application is being considered
concurrently with a rezone petition to change the zoning from “RA-5"
Restdential Agricultural with five-acre minimum parcel sizes, to "FR"
Forest & Recreation.

AP# 16-120-17

This project tequires initial environmental review by the Advisory Review
Cormittee in accordance with the County CEQA Guidelines., A meeting has been
scheduled for 9:00 a.m. on Wednesday, ept. 21, 1983 in the
Planning Department's Conference Room, 1043) Willow Valley Road, iHevada

City, California. All comments relatjve .ty thls project and the eavironm..tal
mt;v are required by tgepi- .fa’a lalaé - .

Very truly yours, (

PC Oct 13

# If your agency {s a State Agency, please {nform this department {f you
must issue a pernlt and require State Clearinshouse review,



